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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-8 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

2. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

3. Claim 1 recites a task management system for executing a task selected from 
tasks structuring a task combination. However, it appears that the system would 
reasonably be interpreted by one of ordinary skill in the art as software per se, failing to 
be tangibly embodied or include any recited hardware as part of the system. Software 
alone is directed to a non-statutory subject matter. Applicant is advised to amend the 
claims to include hardware (e.g. processor and memory) to overcome the 101 rejection. 

4. Claims 2-3 and 7 does not cure the deficiency of parent claim 1 . Therefore, they 
are rejected for the same reason as claim 1 as above. 
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5. Claim 4 is directed towards a task management method of executing a tasl< 
selected from tasks structuring a task combination. A 35 U.S.C. § 101 process must (1) 
be tied to a particular machine or (2) transform underlying subject matter (such as an 
article or materials) to a different state or thing. The claimed methods for *** could be 

completely performed mentally, verbally, or without a machine, and no transformation of 
article or material is apparent, and thus do not qualify as a statutory processes. 

6. Claims 5-6 and 8 does not cure the deficiency of parent claim 4. Therefore, they 
are rejected for the same reason as claim 4 as above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall conclude witli one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

a. The claim language in the following claims is not clearly understood: 

i. As per claim 1 , lines 1-2, it is unclear what constitutes a task selected 
from tasks structuring a task combination (i.e. Is tasks structuring a 
task combination a group of tasks and a single task from the group 
selected? Are tasks structuring a task combination a system or 
application containing tasks?). For the purpose of examining, it is 
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construed to be a group of tasks and a single tasl< from the group is 
selected. 

As per claim 1 , lines 3-4, it is uncertain how a switchover request is 
judged and what constitutes a task combination switch over (i.e. Is the 
system judging by comparing priorities of tasks and then issuing a 
switchover? Is receiving a request considered as judging? Is a task 
combination being switched over or a task in a single task combination 
being switched over? Is a switchover request equivalent to an interrupt 
or preemption?). For the purpose of examining, it is construed that the 
system is judging whether a switchover should occur and either a task 
combination is being switched over or a task in a single task 
combination is being switched over. 

As per claim 1 , lines 5-7, it is uncertain how the switchover unit is 
switching over the task combination and how a task is being specified 
(i.e. Is the currently running task completed before being switched 
over? Is a first task combination being switched for execution for a 
second task combination? Are two tasks in a single task combination 
being switched?). For the purpose of examining, it is construed that 
either a first task combination being switched for execution for a 
second task combination or two tasks in a single task combination 
being switched and the current task is being completed before the 
switchover. 
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ii. As per claim 2, lines 3-4, it is unclear what constitutes an identifier for 
identifying this task with the specified task (i.e. Is this task referring to 
the task in claim 2 line 2? Is this task equivalent to the specified task 
in claim 1 line 6? Is the identifier providing means to specify a task? 
Does the specified task in claim 1 line 6 use identifiers to call other 
tasks?). For the purpose of examining, it is construed that the identifier 
provides means to specify a task in the switchover step in claim 1 line 
6. 

ill. As per claim 3, it is uncertain what process completion request the 
claim is referring to (i.e. Is the request the same as the request in claim 
1 lines 3-4? Is the request included in as the specifying in claim 1 line 
6?). 

iv. Claim 4 has the same deficiencies as claim 1 . 
V. Claim 5 has the same deficiencies as claim 2. 
vi. Claims 6-8 has the same deficiencies as claim 3. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
Invention was made to a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the Invention was made. 
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7. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Alford et al. (US 6,961,934) in view of Applicant Admitted Prior Art, hereinafter AAPA. 

8. As per claim 1 , Alford teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a 
task management system for executing a thread selected from threads structuring a 
thread combination (A task contains one or more threads. A thread has multiple states 
including running state when the thread is executing.) (column 3 lines 59-61; column 5 
lines 56-67; column 6 lines 1-17), comprising: 

a judging unit forjudging whether there is a thread combination switchover 
request or not (Only one thread may execute at a time. A thread waiting to execute is in 
an idle state until it is requested to execute. The requested thread will request to 
preempt the currently running thread.) (column 5 lines 19-24; column 5 lines 35-50; 
column 5 lines 56-67; column 5 lines 56-67; column 6 lines 1-4; column 6 lines 15-17); 

a switchover unit for switching over the thread combination after completing an 
execution of a specified thread in the threads structuring the task combination before 
the switchover when judging that there is the switchover request (If the requested 
thread is a cooperative thread it will request to preempt the currently running thread. 
However, the requested thread will be blocked until the currently running thread has 
completed.) (column 5 lines 19-24; column 5; lines 44-50; column 5 lines 56-67; column 
5 lines 56-67; column 6 lines 1-4; column 6 lines 15-17); and 

an execution unit for executing the task selected from the tasks structuring the 
task combination switched over by said switchover unit (Once the requested thread is 
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unblocked, it enters into tlie running state for execution.) (column 5 lines 56-67; column 
6 lines 1-17; Figure 9). 

Alford does not specifically teach a task selected from tasks structuring a task 
combination. However, AAPA teaches a task selected from tasks structuring a task 
combination (page 1 lines 13-15). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the task management system taught by 
Alford to by used for a task selected from tasks structuring a task combination taught by 
AAPA to allow a current task from tasks structuring a task combination to complete 
execution before the task combination is switched over (page 1 lines 20-22). 

9. As per claim 2, Alford teaches a storage unit for storing an associated 
relationship between the task structuring the task combination and an identifier for 
identifying this task with the specified task (column 8 lines 17-30; Figure 13a). 

1 0. As per claim 3, Alford teaches wherein the specified task is a task of which a 
process completion is requested when switching over the task combination (column 5 
lines 19-24; column 5; lines 44-50; column 5 lines 56-67; column 5 lines 56-67; column 
6 lines 1-4; column 6 lines 15-17). 
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11. As per claim 7, Alford teaches wherein the specified task is a task of which a 
process completion is requested when switching over the task combination (column 5 
lines 19-24; column 5; lines 44-50; column 5 lines 56-67; column 5 lines 56-67; column 
6 lines 1-4; column 6 lines 15-17). 

12. Claims 4-6 and 8 recites a task management method of executing a task 
selected from tasks structuring a task combination, comprising the above steps. It has 
the same limitations of claims 1-3 and 7, respectively, above and is therefore rejected 
using the same art and rationale as set forth above. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Wetzel et al. (US 2002/0152256) teaches reconstructing the 
process sequence of a control program. Sankaranarayan et al. (US 7,284,244) teaches 
resource manager architecture with dynamic resource allocation among multiple 
configurations. Suzuki et al. (US 2003/0046324) teaches a controller and operating 
system. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Blake Kumabe whose telephone number is 571-270- 
5593. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30am - 5:00pm EST Monday to 
Thursday. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Meng-Ai An/ IB. K./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 21 95 Examiner, Art Unit 21 95 



